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REPORT OF COMMITTEE T ON PLACE AND 

FUNCTION OF FACULTIES IN UNIVERSITY 

GOVERNMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

BRIEF HISTORY OF THE COMMITTEE'S WORK 

This committee was appointed in the spring of 1917. On May 
8, 1917, the chairman sent to the members of the committee an 
outline of topics for their consideration with their colleagues. 
The chairman likewise requested suggestions from the members 
as to the revision of these topics. On Oct. 5, 1917, a revised set 
of topics was sent to the members, with the request that they 
be taken up and discussed by the local branches. At the same 
time, the collection of information in regard to the status of 
faculties in university government and administration in one 
hundred and ten leading colleges and universities was parcelled 
out among the members of the committee. War activities inter- 
fered considerably with the collection of these data, but by the 
end of 1918 a considerable mass had been accumulated. In May, 
1918, a second revised series of topics was sent to the members of 
the committee with the request for full discussion. Conferences 
of the committee were held at the Chicago meeting in 1917, the 
Baltimore meeting in 1918, the Cleveland meeting in 1919. But 
the largest number of members present in any of these confer- 
ences was four. Consequently the discussion had to be carried 
on by correspondence. 

PART I 

PROBLEMS AND PRINCIPLES IN UNIVERSITY 
GOVERNMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

During the past twenty-five years there has been much dis- 
cussion among faculty members and administrators, as well as 
in the public press and in books, in regard to the appropriate 
principles and practices for the government and administration 
of American colleges and universities; particularly with refer- 
ence to the respective powers and duties of boards of trustees, 
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faculties, and administrative officers. With respect to the sub- 
ject of university government and administration, and especially 
with regard to the place and function of faculties therein, there 
are still wide divergences in practice,* as well as wide differences 
of opinion. 

The matters most under consideration are these : 

What part should the faculty play in the determination of a 
university's fundamental educational policies; with regard, for 
example, to the establishment of new educational enterprises, 
such as new colleges, schools, and departments of instruction? 
What part should the faculty have in the selection of deans and 
president, in the selection and promotion of its own members, and 
in the making of the annual budget ? Should there be explicit pro- 
vision for representation of the faculty on the board of trustees, 
by way of members elected by the faculty? Or should the faculty 
be represented by way of faculty conference committees advisory 
to the board? What is the best form of departmental administra- 
tion; by permanent headship, or by a committee of professors 
with a chairman chosen for a limited and short term? 

The following report consists of three parts. 

Part One was prepared by the chairman alone. A preliminary 
draft of this part was submitted to the other members of the 
committee and has received their general approval. 

Part Two, Specific Recommendations of the Committee, is 
the result of the discussion that has been carried on since the 
committee was appointed. 

The Appendix contains a summary of the data collected with 
respect to the actual status of faculties in university government 
and administration. These data have been collated by the chair- 
man. 

Preparation of this report has been a laborious task, inasmuch 
as the work has been done almost entirely by correspondence. 
It is hoped that the report will serve as a fair and comprehensive 
basis for the discussion of the principles of faculty participation 
in university government and administration, and of the possible 
application of these principles under varying conditions. 

With respect to all these questions, there are, logically con- 
ceivable, two extreme types of university organization — the auto- 
cratic and bureaucratic type (I use the terms without prejudice), 
* On present practices see the appendix to this report 
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and the democratic type. The majority of American universities 
and colleges are legally, or constitutionally, organized more or 
less on the former plan, much tempered in practice by democratic 
usage. The board of trustees is commonly endowed by statute 
with absolute power to appoint and dismiss the president, other 
administrative officers, and faculty; to determine the outlay for 
salaries, equipment, buildings, and grounds ; to decide on educa- 
tional policies; to vote honorary degrees without the consent of 
the faculty. In some institutions by explicit proviso, in most 
institutions by long-established and tacitly accepted custom, the 
faculty usually controls the details of educational policy — such 
as the determination of conditions of entrance, courses of study, 
and requirements for degrees. 

In practice also, faculties exercise, by use and wont, a very 
considerable influence in the selection and promotion of their 
own members, and even at times in the selection of presidents 
and deans. Autocratic in legal structure, the best institutions 
are thus more or less democratic in practice, although in widely 
varying degrees. 

What happens in normal cases is as follows: Boards of trus- 
tees, being composed for the most part of busy men of affairs 
frequently possessing no special competence to pass judgment on 
matters of educational policy, rely chiefly upon the president for 
information and advice as to how things are going and what things 
should be done. Rarely does a board call in other members of the 
faculty for information and advice. Thus the powers actually 
exercised by university presidents are, to a very great extent, 
not powers legally conferred upon the office by charters, but 
exercised by the incumbents of the office as surrogates for groups 
of busy men who are not educational experts, and, fortu-> 
nately, in most cases know that they are not. The worst situ- 
ations arise when successful men of affairs, who constitute a 
preponderating proportion of the membership of boards of trus- 
tees, having a slight acquaintance with educational problems, 
labor under the illusion that they are "educational experts and 
proceed to interfere in the internal conduct of the univer- 
sities. It is to the credit of the good sense of most university 
trustees that they exercise to so slight an extent the exclusive 
powers, which they legally possess, to control educational poli- 
cies. 
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To the minds of many professors, this well-nigh absolute power 
possessed by trustees, even though not frequently wielded by 
them, carries with it the potency of great dangers to sound edu- 
cational practice; dangers which often spring from potency into 
actuality. For instance, some boards of trustees are nearly or 
even completely self-perpetuating. Sometimes not even alumni 
have any adequate representation on them. Many trustees have 
life appointments. There is a frequent lack of direct responsi- 
bility to the constituency which the institution serves. Boards 
of trustees are composed chiefly of members of the vested in- 
terests and the professions — bankers, manufacturers, commercial 
magnates, lawyers, physicians, and clergymen. It is a somewhat 
rare thing to find on a board a representative of either the 
teaching profession or scientific research. Still rarer to find a 
representative of the industrial workers ! An investigation of the 
personnel of the boards of twenty-five universities bears out the 
above statement. It reveals, also, the interesting fact that pri- 
vately supported institutions have on their boards a larger pro- 
portion of persons likely, by reason of their training and vocation, 
to understand the problems of higher education than do state 
universities. 

The president may be a member of the board. In any case, he 
alone sits regularly with it. No other member of the faculty 
may have access to the board's deliberations. The board, being a 
large body of busy men of affairs, meeting rather infrequently, 
may delegate most of its business to a small executive committee, 
or even allow the president almost complete headway. If the 
president be a vigorous and dominating personality, he may thus 
become a force accelerating the dilution of educational ideals 
by gratifying the ambition to realize grandiose schemes — to 
make a record in the putting up of buildings, the multiplication 
of educational enterprises, and the numerical increase of the 
student body and the teaching staff, unregardful of the improve- 
ment or even the maintenance of qualitative standards. Or, if he 
does not possess the unusual courage and strength requisite, if 
one man is to oppose single-handed the pressure of tendencies to 
unwise expansion, whether exercised from without or from within 
the institution, the same results may follow. The quality of the 
instruction in a college or university may thus be seriously im- 
paired, by spreading out thinly, over a large number of students 
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and courses, its rather limited educational facilities. These 
facilities may be weakened by the dissipation of income to in- 
crease the numbers on the teaching staff rather than to improve 
or maintain the quality of the latter by paying decent living 
salaries. It is difficult to apportion the responsibility for the 
undoubted quantitative expansion of many institutions of higher 
learning at the expense of qualitative improvement or even pres- 
ervation of the qualitative status quo. To a large extent is it 
doubtless the natural and blind result of the insistent and grow- 
ing demand of the public for increased opportunity for both 
liberal and vocational education, a demand with which the en- 
dowments and incomes of private institutions and the appropria- 
tions of state institutions have not kept pace. But it is probably 
also due, in part, to the feeling on the part of faculties that they 
have not the recognized right to resist quantitative expansion 
(increase of numbers, departments, and curricula) when the 
adequate financial support for such expansion is not in hand or 
even in sight. It is hardly to be expected that the general public, 
or even the trustees, should have an accurate, lively, and abiding 
sense of the right relations between salary budgets, numbers of 
students and numbers of courses, and curricula. Thus it is 
argued, by its critics, that the prevailing type of organization is, 
in part at least, responsible for the lack of higher standards of 
work among students, and for the lack of distinction in teaching 
power and productive capacity on the part of so many members 
of the faculties. It is further pointed out, by critics of the prevail- 
ing type of university organization, that the large powers actually 
exercised by university presidents are, to a great extent, not 
powers legally belonging to the office but delegated to the presi- 
dent by the trustees, who are too busy and too inexpert in 
matters of higher education to exercise those powers directly 
with wisdom ; whereas the actual teachers themselves have little 
or no legally recognized voice in the determination of the con- 
ditions, in the matters of fundamental university policies, aca- 
demic status and salary, under which they must work. It is 
argued that this situation is responsible, in part, for the timidity 
and lack of enterprise and spirit of so many university teachers ; 
that they tend to become either creatures of trivial pedagogical 
routine, deficient in the spirit of personal independence and 
intellectual creativeness, or discontented rebels, because they 
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are parts of a system in the guidance and reform of which they do 
not effectively participate. It is argued that men qualified for 
intellectual leadership will not enter an occupation in which they 
cannot be intellectual stimulators and originators and gain decent 
livelihoods thereat. Critics further say that the type of organi- 
zation at present prevailing seems designed for quantity pro- 
duction in credits and degrees, and that the result is that we have 
too large a proportion of mediocre and mechanized teachers 
engaged in turning out ever increasing numbers of graduates 
without any clear sense of, or respect for, the nature and value 
of scholarship and thoughtfulness. They attribute this situation 
largely to the autocratic type of university organization. 

Presidential autocracy does not usually result from the incum- 
bent of the office being an extreme instance of the born autocrat. 
We all have in us something of the autocrat. The growth of a 
too autocratic habit of action in a university president is, I 
believe, commonly the natural effect of the fact that trustees, 
public, and faculty all look to him to get results — to make two 
buildings grow where only one grew before, two dollars where 
only one grew before, two students where there was only one 
before, two professors where there was only one before. The 
responsibility is tremendous and the temptations insidious and 
insistent. The faculties must bear their shure of the blame, in 
so far as they too are disposed to transfer their own responsi- 
bilities and powers of initiative to the shoulders of the president ; 
and in so far, too, as they allow themselves to be motivated by 
the unseemly striving for the increase of their departments in 
numbers of students and instructors. 

Too many professors look upon the university chiefly as a place 
where their own departmental specialty can be practised without 
let or hindrance. 

The best way for a faculty to show that it is worthy of a greater 
share of responsibility in the government of the university is to 
exercise vigorously and in concert the responsibilities and powers 
that it has. We should value our calling highly, and show, by 
our words and deeds, that we are asking for more power in order 
that we may the better discharge our social responsibilities as 
preeminently the class of public servants to which is intrusted 
the high duty of preserving for, and propagating in, the coming 
generation an intelligent and balanced consciousness of the 
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essential continuity of civilization ; and, by our teaching and our 
productive work, make it clear to all who have eyes to see and 
ears to hear that there is nothing that moves in the modern 
world beyond the blind forces of nature that does not owe its 
origin and its power to the unremitting and persistent exercise 
of systematic thinking and investigation, and to that disciplined 
exercise of the creative imagination that comes only through 
hard thinking. 

Let us turn now to consider the other possible extreme in 
university government. In the extreme democratic type of uni- 
versity government the faculty would control all educational 
policies, nominate and virtually elect its own members, nominate 
the president and other administrative officers and determine 
the distribution of the budget. The function of the board of 
trustees would be simply to hold and administer, in accordance 
with the wishes of the faculty, the property and income of the 
university. The board would thus become a holding corporation. 

The chief objections urged against this thoroughgoing faculty 
autonomy in university government are as follows : The lack of 
concentration of authority and responsibility would conduce to 
inefficiency; there would be a lack of initiative and leadership; 
personalities and politics would play too large a part in univer- 
sity government and administration; members of the faculty 
would spend too much of their time in the details of administra- 
tive and executive work, to the great neglect of their main duties 
as teachers and investigators. All these objections seem to me 
to have some weight. A university needs leadership in its pre- 
siding officers. I am not sure, however, that a good faculty would 
not be more competent to choose its president and other adminis- 
trative leaders than the average board of trustees acting alone; 
or that it might not demand, even more insistently, efficiency in 
its executive agents, if they were really in law and fact chosen 
by and responsible to the faculty alone. I think nearly all good 
men on our faculties would always be very ready to delegate to 
special officers and committees the many routine details in- 
volved in the conduct of the university's educational policies. As 
matters stand now, in fact, in the best institutions, committees 
and faculties usually investigate and determine the main con- 
clusions reached by universities on the questions which come up 
for settlement from time to time. A good president suggests and 
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leads, but he does not attempt autocratically to decide matters of 
policy. Personalities and politics might play too large a part 
in a university organized on the extreme democratic plan; but 
often they do so in the prevailing present type. -The most 
serious objection to complete faculty control, to my mind, is this 
— the faculty is a body of specialists engaged to perform two 
closely related public services, namely, higher instruction and 
productive research ; and therefore, responsible to a constituency, 
either to the people of a whole state or to those who support a 
private institution by giving their money and sending their 
children to it. The trustees are the prudential officers, the 
custodians for the constituency which the university exists to 
serve. In a large sense, of course, this constituency is the nation, 
and mankind through the nation. But actually, in practice, it 
must be, in every case, a fraction of the larger constituency, to 
which the university is more directly responsible. Faculties are 
public servants. They should, like other public servants, have an 
effective part in determining the conditions under, and manner in, 
Which their services are to be rendered ; but they must also be held 
formally or legally responsible to the body chosen as custodians of 
the public interest. Therefore, it seems to me that we must con- 
clude — neither that boards of trustees should exercise exclusive 
control over the educational work and workers of the university, 
nor that the workers should exercise exclusive control. The only 
solution lies in joint responsibility and control, with the dis- 
tribution of emphasis on responsibility and control varying with 
the particular aspect of the whole matter of the conduct of uni- 
versity affairs which may be uppermost in a given situation. In 
the matter of property and income, for example, inasmuch as the 
faculty gets its living from its work, the trustees must have 
principal and final control as custodians for the university's 
public constituency and clientele ; while the faculty, which should 
know best what are the minimal economic conditions under 
which its work can be effectively done, should be represented and 
heard on the matter. In the matter of the determination and 
carrying out of educational policies, the members of the faculty 
are the experts, and should usually have the principal voice in 
the decision. But it may sometimes happen that a faculty needs 
to hear from the trustees on what seem to be urgent needs, in 
the way of changes and improvements in educational policies or 
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their execution, that the university's constituency seeks to have 
satisfied. It is in this spirit of joint responsibility and fuller 
cooperation that the specific recommendations of your committee 
have been made. 

There is room for debate and difference of opinion in regard to 
specific features in the several details, but I think that there is 
no reasonable doubt as to the validity of the main principles 
involved. These are faculty power of initiative and right of 
consent in all matters of educational policy, faculty participation 
in the nomination of its own members and officers, provision for 
frequent interchange of views between trustees and faculty, 
openness of the faculty to suggestions on educational policy 
from the trustees; but the responsibility for the use of monies 
and the final election of administrative officers and members of 
the teaching staff to remain with the trustees, since they are the 
custodians of the public interest in the care and administration 
of the property and income provided for the conduct of higher 
education and research. 

J. A. LEIGHTON, 

Chairman. 

PART II 
SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMITTEE 

Your committee presents the following recommendations, not 
as a finality, but as affording a fair basis for the discussion of 
guiding principles and methods in university government and 
administration, from the point of view of the faculty. 

It is not possible to formulate views in regard to the place 
and function of faculties in university government and adminis- 
tration without, at the same time, formulating views as to the 
places and functions of trustees and administrative officers. Your 
committee has, therefore, deemed it necessary to go over the 
whole subject of university organization, and to offer suggestions 
on all its main topics. 

Section I. Boards of Trustees and Faculties 

The trustees should be primarily the custodians of the financial 
interests of the university, and as such they should have the 
consenting voice in the final determination of its educational 



26 AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OP UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS 

policies. They should also have the right to take the initiative 
in matters of educational policy, by recommending for consider- 
ation by the faculty such changes thereof as they deem desirable ; 
and they should be invited to be present and to speak, without 
vote, in all university faculty meetings called to discuss general 
educational policies. Their consent should be necessary to the 
establishment or abolition of a college, school, or department, 
primarily with respect to the financial costs involved; and for 
the same reason, to all appointments, promotions, and dismissals, 
of members of the teaching staff. Except in financial matters, 
the trustees should not exercise directly the final power over 
educational policies and interests which, at the present time, 
they legally possess in many cases. 

The faculty should be represented in some manner at regular 
or stated meetings of the board of trustees. This end may be 
accomplished in several ways: members may be elected by the 
faculty to membership on the board of trustees for limited terms 
of office and without vote (the Cornell plan) ; or the faculty com* 
mittee on university policy may be elected by the faculty from 
its own members to be present and advise with the board as a 
whole, or with the regularly appointed committee of the board 
on university policy (the plan in vogue at Princeton, Stanford, 
Wisconsin, etc.). The majority of your committee favors the 
latter plan on the following grounds : 

1. It seems undesirable that faculty representatives should 
vote on such matters as the appointments, promotions, and 
salaries of their confreres; and, inasmuch as the trustees are 
the finally responsible custodians of the university's interests, 
non-voting membership on boards of trustees would seem to be 
an equivocal, and therefore undesirable, compromise. 

2. Faculty representatives are really in a stronger position to 
give information and advice if they are not members of the board. 

In any case there should be a faculty committee on university 
policy, and there should be provision for regular and stated 
conferences between the trustees, or a similar committee of the 
trustees, and this faculty committee. 

On the other hand, some members of your committee are in 
favor of faculty representatives elected to membership on the 
boards of trustees. They urge that this experiment should be 
tried out and that time should be given for it to be worked out 
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fully. They do not see why a man with first-hand acquaintance 
with the educational work of a university, with the institution's 
weaknesses and needs, and with the needs of his colleagues, should 
not be an admirable representative of the faculty on the govern- 
ing board. It seems to your committee, as a whole, desirable that 
both of the above-mentioned plans of faculty representation, 
namely, by conference committee and by faculty membership on 
the board, should be thoroughly tried out. The conference com- 
mittee plan seems to be best suited for state institutions, and 
faculty representation on the Governing Board for privately 
endowed institutions. 

There should be a recognized mode of procedure for the joint 
determination, by trustees and faculties, of what is included in 
the term educational policies. It is difficult to frame in advance a 
completely inclusive definition of this term. Clearly, educational 
policies include the following: standards for admission and for 
degrees; determination of the proper ratio between numbers of 
students, of courses and of instructors, respectively ; numbers of 
teaching hours ; the establishment of new chairs and departments 
of instruction, of new curricula and courses ; the organization of 
new administrative units; the promotion of research; provision 
for publication; the abolition of any established form of educa- 
tional or research activity; the distribution of income between 
material equipment and personnel. In the case of doubt or dis- 
pute as to whether a given matter is a question of educational 
policy, the matter should be decided by conference between 
trustees and faculty representatives and only after opportunity 
has been given for the faculty to consider and decide its views 
upon the matter. 

Where there is a faculty conference committee, as above rec- 
ommended, it would properly serve as the medium of conference 
between trustees and faculty upon such matters. 

It is highly desirable that the trustees keep in as close personal 
touch as possible with the work and needs of the various depart- 
ments of the university, preferably through conference with the 
professors. It is also highly desirable that there should be 
frequent opportunity for informal meetings of trustees and pro- 
fessors, for the purpose of mutual acquaintance. It is unfortu- 
nate when members of the board of trustees have no personal 
acquaintance with even the heads or chairmen of departments. 
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Trustees should be appointed for definite and relatively long 
terms of service. In order to guard against hasty and unwise 
changes of policy and, in state universities, in order to lessen the 
opportunity for political control, only a small fraction of these 
terms of service should expire annually. Alumni or alumnae 
should have representation on the boards of trustees. The board 
of trustees should never be a wholly self -perpetuating body, nor 
should trustees ever be elected for life.* 

Section II. The President and the Faculty 

The president of a university should be its educational leader, 
and its chief administrative officer, both with regard to the 
functions of the trustees and those of the faculty. It should be 
his duty to propose to trustees and faculty educational policies 
and measures that will further the efficiency of the university in 
the twofold work of instruction and research. Since we conceive 
that the president should be regarded even more as a formulator 
and initiator of educational policies than as an administrative 
and executive expert, your committee holds that he should be 
chosen for broad scholarship, insight into educational needs and 
problems and power of leadership, no less than for administrative 
skill. 

The president should be, ex officio, the chairman of the general 
faculty and a member of all minor f aculties.f 

The consent of the president should be necessary to all appoint- 
ments to, and dismissals from, the instructional staff; but in 
these matters he should always act in cooperation with repre- 
sentatives of the departments concerned. In case of exigency, 
as during the summer vacation, he may make a temporary ap- 
pointment so that the work of the university shall not be inter- 
rupted. His consent should also be necessary to all appoint- 
ments to, or dismissals from, administrative and executive posi- 
tions. 

The president should be responsible for the enforcement of the 
rules and regulations of the university, as determined by the 

* Two members of your committee see no objection to life trustees, pro- 
vided they are in the minority. 

f For the sake of brevity, the term "minor faculty'* is used, throughout 
this report, to designate the faculty of a college, or other administrative 
grouping of departments, organized within a university for the purpose of 
carrying on a fairly unified body of courses and curricula. 



REPORT ON PLACE AND FUNCTION OP FACULTIES 29 

trustees and faculty within their respective provinces; except 
that this function may be delegated in specific instances to other 
administrative officers or to committees. 

The president should be nominated by a committee of the 
board of trustees acting jointly with a similar committee se- 
lected by the faculty. The nomination of this committee should 
require confirmation by the board of trustees. The president's 
term of office should be indefinite. 

Section III. Deans and Faculties 

There is a wide divergence of usage and view in regard to the 
powers and duties of deans and their relations, respectively, to 
presidents and faculties. In the smaller and independent college 
of arts a dean is apt to be chiefly a disciplinary officer and ad- 
ministrator of rules, often an understudy to the president. In 
large universities, where there may be ten or a dozen colleges 
or schools, and where the colleges of arts, engineering, and agri- 
culture, for example, may each have thousands of students, the 
office of dean becomes a very responsible and important one. In 
such cases the dean is, for many purposes, the president of an 
important administrative unit within the university. In the 
latter case, his situation has been, and still is, in many institu- 
tions, somewhat anomalous. It is chiefly with reference to the 
latter type of university organization that your committee has 
considered the duties and powers of deans and their relations 
to the faculties. 

The following considerations on the functions of, and manner 
of choosing, deans are offered as a basis for discussion : The dean 
of a college, school, or other administrative division within a uni- 
versity, should be the chief administrative and executive officer 
of a minor faculty. He should be ex-officio chairman of his fac- 
ulty. It should be his duty to formulate and present to the fac- 
ulty policies for its consideration ; however, the foregoing clause 
should not be understood as implying any abridgment of the right 
of any member of the faculty to present any matter whatever to 
the faculty. The dean should be responsible for the enforcement 
of admission requirements to his college, for the oversight of the 
work of students in his college, and for the articulation of courses 
and curricula. (In this work he should have the cooperation of 
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an executive committee of his faculty.) He should be the ordi- 
nary medium of communication for all official business of his 
college with the administrative and governing authorities of the 
university (trustees, president and general faculty, the students, 
and the public). But other or additional representatives may 
be chosen by the faculty for special conferences. Like the presi- 
dent, however, the functions of the dean are conceived to be those 
of an educational leader as well as an administrator. 

As far as possible, a dean should not be at the same time the 
executive officer of a department of instruction. 

The minor faculty over which he is to preside should partici- 
pate in the selection of a dean. All the members of your commit- 
tee are agreed that the dean should be chosen by the concurring 
action, in some form, of faculty, president, and trustees. The 
majority of your committee (eight members) think that the 
faculty of the school or college should in the first instance nomi- 
nate the dean, preferably through a committee, such faculty 
nomination to require confirmation by the president before final 
election of the dean by the trustees. Several members of your 
committee think that the president should take the initiative in 
the nomination of a dean, but that he should always present his 
nomination to the faculty for confirmation before final election 
by the trustees. Three members of your committee think the 
dean should be nominated by the president, preferably after 
consultation with an appropriate committee elected by the fac- 
ulty. 

One of the matters most under debate in regard to deans is the 
question of whether they should be elected for definite or in- 
definite terms. In a number of universities, such as Cornell and 
Yale, deans are elected for definite and relatively short terms.* 
In the majority of universities, deans are elected on indefinite 
tenure. 

The most serious objection to the election of deans on in- 
definite tenure is the danger that they will degenerate into admin- 
istrative machines, lose vital contact with the life of teaching 
and productive scholarship, and thus lose rapport with their 
faculties. One remedy for this danger is the appointment, at 
fair salaries, of secretaries or assistants to the deans, with 
insistence that the deans should retain a certain amount of in- 

* See Appendix. 
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structional work. It would thus be possible to secure persons 
of sufficient scholarship and good judgment to relieve the dean 
of much of the routine work of his office. 

If a dean be elected on indefinite tenure, there is, of course, 
the danger that a situation may arise in which a dean is out of 
harmony with the president or with the faculty, or with both, 
and there may be no remedy short of drastic action by the trus- 
tees. Election of deans for definite and relatively short terms 
of office would meet such situations. But, on the other hand, 
there are two serious objections to the election of deans for 
definite terms: 

1. It does not insure continuity of policy in the office. 

2. Many good men would be reluctant to devote a large por- 
tion of their time to administrative work for a limited term, 
inasmuch as at the end of the term they might find themselves 
out of office and in the meantime have lost ground in their own 
specialties, through lack of time and energy for productive work. 

Eight members of your committee think the dean should be 
elected for definite terms, and be eligible for reelection; seven 
members think that it would be difficult to get efficient candi- 
dates for the office under limited term appointments, and that 
the possibility of frequent changes in the office would militate 
against continuity of policy. 

This whole question can be decided wisely, only after it has 
been determined jointly by the president, trustees, and faculty, 
what are to be the duties and functions of the dean. If a dean 
is to be the chief educational leader and the director of an im- 
portant group of departments, clearly, in a large administrative 
unit, he must devote much of his time to administrative work. 
If the office is to be so important and onerous, then a dean 
Bhould be elected either for a comparatively long term or for 
an indefinite term. If, on the other hand, a dean is to be simply 
the chairman of a faculty and the administrator, under the rules 
and regulations of a faculty, of the routine business of his col- 
lege, there is no good reason why he should be elected on an 
indefinite tenure. There should then be opportunity for re- 
election or rotation in the office. If the latter view be taken of 
the dean's office, it will follow, in large universities, of course, 
that the minimizing of the duties and powers of deans in leader- 
ship and administration will lead to the magnifying of the same 
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duties and powers in the president's office. Either deans are to 
be important agents in educational progress, or they are to be 
chiefly chairmen and routine executive agents of minor faculties. 
Either the president is to be the single chief educational leader, 
or he is to be only primus inter pares. For, with all due emphasis 
on the right and duty of faculties to originate and initiate poli- 
cies, it is doubtful if they will always do so without leadership 
somewhere in the administrative offices. In view of the variety 
in the size and complexity of educational interests in the con- 
stituent colleges of a large university, it would probably be wise 
that a uniform rule should not obtain in regard to the term 
of tenure for deans. The case of each college or school could 
be dealt with on its own merits. One administrative unit in the 
university may need a vigorous educational leader, called from 
without to initiate and carry on, for a comparatively long term, 
educational policies; another unit in the same university, with 
a small faculty, and relatively fixed curricula, may need only 
a chairman elected for a short term from the faculty. 

Section IV. The Faculty and Budget Making 

Procedures in regard to budget-making will, properly, vary 
with the size of institutions and the complexity of their edu- 
cational interests. A procedure that is suitable for a moderate- 
sized and homogeneous college may not work well, without modi- 
fications, in a large university with a great variety of educa- 
tional interests. The procedure in budget-making must differ 
somewhat in a state university and a privately supported college, 
since in the former the total available budget depends solely 
on the action of a legislature, whereas in the latter it depends 
on present fixed and prospective sources of income. Certain 
broad principles may be laid down, and variations in modes of 
application considered. 

The fundamental principle that your committee subscribes to, 
with one exception, is that in all cases the faculty should have 
a recognized voice in the preparation of the annual budget. In 
large colleges or universities this end can perhaps be best 
achieved through a budget committee elected by the faculty. 
It is interesting to note, in this connection, that Oberlin College 
has for many years had a faculty budget committee. The recom- 
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mendations of this committee, after approval by the council (com- 
posed of all permanently appointed professors and associate 
professors), are taken up and considered by a prudential commit- 
tee, consisting of certain faculty representatives and representa- 
tives of the board of trustees, before the trustees as a whole pass 
on the budget. We are informed by both trustees and faculty 
members that this system has worked very satisfactorily. Trus- 
tees of Oberlin say that they would not entertain a proposition 
to abolish this committee. 

The following procedure is suggested as being suitable for the 
large university, which includes a considerable number of col- 
leges or schools. Like other matters of university organization, 
it is presented tentatively as affording a fair basis for discussion : 
The deans of the various colleges, having been notified by the 
president of the approximate prospective income (or, in a state 
university, of what may reasonably be expected, when the legis- 
lative appropriation is still pending), the deans should prepare, 
after consultation with the executive officers of departments, 
their trial budgets. In the opinion of the majority of your com- 
mittee, the dean should prepare his trial budget in cooperation 
with a budget committee elected by the faculty of the college. 
Five members dissent from this view, holding that the dean 
should have sole responsibility for the final preparation of his 
college budget. 

The trial budgets of the various colleges should then be put 
together into the tentative general budget by the president. The 
president should be directly responsible for those portions of the 
total budget not covered by the budgets of the various colleges. 
We have in mind such matters as general equipment and main- 
tenance, new buildings, improvements in grounds, library, etc. 
The tentative total budget should then be taken up by the uni- 
versity budget committee. This committee should act as a 
board of equalization to bring the total budget within the finan- 
cial competence of the institution. Several members of your 
committee think that the university budget committee should 
include elected representatives of the minor faculties. The ma- 
jority of your committee are of the opinion that a budget com- 
mittee so constituted would be unwieldy, and believe that the 
university budget committee should consist of the president and 
deans. The trustees should have final authority in the determi- 
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nation of the budget, but they should not alter the distribution 
of the items for salaries and current expenses, as recommended 
by the university budget committee, without notifying the com- 
mittee and giving reasons for such alterations. If the university 
budget committee is unable to agree on items of the budget, the 
trustees should, before making their final decision, hear both 



The president should, however, have the power to make inde- 
pendent budgetary recommendations to the trustees in order to 
meet special contingencies — such as to fill vacancies on the staff 
occurring during vacation, to raise a salary to meet an offer 
from another institution, or to secure a good man ; but he should 
report his action in such cases, at the earliest opportunity, to 
the university budget committee. 

In a single independent college organization, the Oberlin pro- 
cedure is probably the best. 

Summing up this matter, the majority of your committee be- 
lieve that some sort of recognized participation of faculties in 
budget-making is desirable and would tend to allay the discon- 
tent which so frequently arises from inequities in the distribution 
of the salary budget. 

Section V. The Faculty 

The faculty should be the legislative body for all matters con- 
cerning the educational policy of the university. In larger uni- 
versities, consisting of more than one school or college, there 
should be either a general faculty or an elected body represent- 
ing all the faculties, for the determination of the educational 
policy of the university as a whole; and there should also be 
minor faculties to care for the special educational interests of 
individual schools and colleges. The exact lines of demarcation 
between the powers of these faculties will differ somewhat in 
different institutions and should be specified in the constitution 
of the university. In any case where there is doubt whether 
a given measure comes within the powers of a minor faculty, it 
should be referred to the general faculty, either for determination 
or for definition of the powers of the minor faculty. 

Each faculty should determine its own rules of procedure, and 
these rules should specify the standing committees and their f unc- 
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tions. All standing committees should be elected by the faculty. 
As far as possible, details of educational procedure should be 
handled by committees or by special administrative officers re- 
sponsible to the faculty. 

Each faculty should determine its own voting membership. 
An executive faculty or committee should not determine this, but 
should receive its power from the whole faculty of the university, 
college, or school. 

The faculty should participate, through appropriate commit- 
tees, in the selection of full professors and executive officers of 
departments. When a department is sufficiently manned and 
contains members of professorial rank, it should be represented 
on the nominating committee, which should consist, in addition, 
of the president, the dean or deans most concerned, and, especially 
in the case of vacancies to be filled in departments having no 
members of professorial rank, of professors in cognate depart- 
ments. 

Nominations to teaching positions of lower rank should ema- 
nate from committees consisting of the professors of the depart- 
ment involved, the dean or deans most concerned, and the presi- 
dent. All members of the department who are of full professorial 
rank should have a voice in making a nomination. If there are 
no full professors in a department, then the associate or assistant 
professors should be members of the committee. The methods 
of promotion should follow the same general procedure. 

Among the standing committees of the general faculty should 
be a judicial committee of a small number of members, one or 
more to be elected annually by the faculty to serve for a definite 
term (or the whole committee to be elected by the faculty when 
need arises). In the event of the proposed dismissal of a member 
of the instructing staff, on indefinite tenure of appointment, or 
before the expiration of a definite term of appointment, the 
member in question should have the right to full investigation 
by the judicial committee of the grounds alleged for the proposed 
action. Failure to sustain the charges before the committee 
should estop dismissal. The judicial committee should* report 
its finding to the president and the board of trustees. 

All degrees given in course should be voted by the faculty. 
Honorary degrees should be voted by the trustees only upon 
the recommendation of a joint committee of the faculty and the 
trustees. 
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In larger universities, where the size of the general faculty 
makes the body too unwieldy for the despatch of routine business, 
a smaller representative body might well be chosen by the faculty 
to act in its stead and as its agent for the despatch of routine 
business, subject to the legislative authority of the general 
faculty. Members of this smaller body — which might be called 
university senate, council, or administrative committee of the 
university faculty — other than the president and deans, who 
should be ew-officio members, might be chosen by election from 
the university faculty for relatively short terms of office — for 
example, two or three years ; or this smaller body might consist 
of all administrative heads of departments plus the president 
and deans. Or the administrative committee for the despatch 
of routine business might consist of the president and deans. An 
alternative plan is to make the university senate, however chosen, 
the legislative body in matters of educational policy for the uni- 
versity as a whole. The general faculty would be called to- 
gether at intervals for the discussion of larger educational prob- 
lems, but would have no legislative functions. In this plan of 
organization there may well be an administrative committee of 
the senate for the despatch of routine business. Your commit- 
tee, as a whole, offers no opinion as to the respective merits of 
these three plans.* 

* In this connection attention may be called to three different ways in 
which smaller administrative faculties operate as agents of the larger or 
general faculty. At Illinois and Minnesota, the General Faculty includes 
all teachers of the rank of instructor or higher. Its function is to discuss 
larger educational problems. The University Senate at Minnesota consists 
of aU members of the general faculty of the rank of professor or associate 
professor who give more than half their time to regular university work. 
At Illinois the Senate consists of full professors and acting heads of de- 
partments, whatever their title or rank. This is the legislative body for 
the university as a whole. The Administrative Committee of the Senate 
consists of the president, the deans of colleges and schools, and certain 
other general university officers. This committee carries on the routine 
business of the university, subject to the authority of the senate. 

At Yale, in each school there is a General Faculty consisting of aU the 
teaching staff above the rank of assistant, and a Board of Permanent Offi- 
cers consisting of full professors ; the former consider matters of curricu- 
lum and relations with students ; the latter, questions of permanent policies 
and the nomination of faculty members. Yale proposes, in its new or- 
ganization, to have an elected University Council, representing groups of 
departments, which shall attend to the general university business. This 
plan is quite similar to the plan that has been adopted in the university 
faculty of Ohio State, acting as a committee of the whole to consider the 
"Proposed Constitution." On the latter plan the University Faculty will con- 
sist of all teachers of professorial rank. This will be the supreme legisla- 
tive body of the faculty. It will meet chiefly to discuss and legislate on 
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Section VI. Departments 

At present there is considerable variation with respect to the 
organization and administration of departments. In many in- 
stitutions there are permanent heads or chairmen, appointed by 
the trustees on the recommendations of the president and deans* 
In a considerable number of institutions the chairman is chosen 
for a short term, for a year or two, by the trustees on nomination 
of the professors in the department (who thus constitute a com- 
mittee of administration), confirmed by the dean and presi- 
dent. The latter plan — the Committee Plan — seems preferable 
where the departments are fairly strong in their personnel and 
contain several members of nearly equal scholarly standing and 
academic rank; the former plan where departments are weak 
in personnel and in need of vigorous leadership and upbuilding, 
or where in large departments a very considerable proportion of 
the staff consists of instructors and assistants doing elementary 
teaching and who are frequently changing in personnel. Where 
the permanent headship plan obtains, it should be clearly under- 
stood that the heads of departments shall recognize the individual 
responsibility of other professors in the department for the dis- 
charge of the duties committed to them by their appointment, 
and shall act so as to allow proper scope to the ability and initia- 
tive of all members of the department. Where the committee sys- 
tem obtains, it should be clearly recognized that the chairman 
shall be chosen by concurrent action of the permanent members 
of the department, the dean, and the president, and that changes 
in the administrative officers of departments should not be made 
regardless of the wishes of the members of the department. Your 
committee has felt that, while departmental organization is a very 
important detail of university policy, it was scarcely possible 
for this committee to report, within a reasonable time, upon the 
general principles of faculty participation in university govern- 
ment and administration and, at the same time, to go thoroughly 
into this particular subject. Your committee recommends that 

general policies, and to review the acts of the senate on appeal. The Senate 
is to consist of administrative officers ex offtciis (president, deans, 
etc.) and fifteen members elected by the general faculty, five to be selected 
each year for a term of three years. The Senate is charged with the 
despatch of routine business, subject to the legislative direction and revi- 
sion of its acts by the University Faculty. The Administrative Council of 
president and deans is to serve chiefly as the university budget committee. 
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a special committee of this Association on Departmental Organi- 
zation and Administration be appointed. 

The Committee: J. R. Angell, Chicago; Boyd Bode, Illinois; 
F. H. Dixon, Princeton ; E. A. Gilmore, Wisconsin ; Ross G. Har- 
rison, Yale ; F. H. Hodder, Kansas ; Theo. Hough, Virginia ; J. B. 
Johnston, Minnesota; L. E. Lord, Oberlin; Paul Monroe, Colum- 
bia ; Louis T. More, Cincinnati ; Lucy M. Salmon, Vassar ; M. W. 
Sampson, Cornell; A. B. Wolfe, Texas; J. A. Leighton, Ohio 
State, Chairman. 

APPENDIX 

DATA CONCERNING THE ACTUAL STATUS OF FACUL- 
TIES IN UNIVERSITY GOVERNMENT AND 
ADMINISTRATION IN A NUMBER OF 
UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES 

The information summarized herein was gathered during the 
years 1917-1919 by members of the committee from responsible 
officers of the institutions. It is possible that, in the meantime, 
changes may have taken place in regard to the place of the fac- 
ulty in university government in some of these institutions. 
Owing to the indefinite character of some of the answers re- 
ceived, it is also possible that mistakes have been made in some 
instances by the chairman not interpreting correctly the meaning 
of the answers. Where there is only one legislative faculty in 
an institution, it has been placed under the heading of the general 
faculty. The attempt was made to collect these data for one 
hundred and ten institutions. Owing, in part, to deaths and 
resignations from the committee, and, in part, to lack of re- 
sponse to inquiries, the returns are incomplete. 

It should be added, with reference to participation by facul- 
ties in the selection of their own members and of deans, as well 
as in budget-making, that the fact that a given faculty has no 
statutory or formal part in the procedures involved by no means 
implies that the faculty has not considerable influence through 
consultation and unofficial recommendation. The attempt has 
been made in this summary simply to draw the dividing line as 
closely as possible between institutions in which there are statu- 
tory provisos for faculty participation in university government 
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an<I administration and institutions in which there are no such 
provisos. 

I. Faculty Participation in Control of Educational Policy. 

a. Vested in faculty by constitutional or statutory provision: 

Bryn Mawr, Chicago, Cincinnati, Columbia, Cornell, Illinois, 
Kentucky, North Dakota, Northwestern (partially), Oberlin, 
Ohio Wesleyan, Ohio State, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Princeton 
(faculty control through Conference Committee), Purdue, 
Eeed, Stanford, South Dakota, Trinity (Conn.), Utah, Vir- 
ginia, University of Washington, Wellesley (in part). 

(Iowa is working out a new constitution. At present it is 
working on unwritten law.) 

b. By custom: 

Amherst, Arizona, Arkansas, Beloit, Bowdoin, Brown, Carle- 
ton, Colgate, Dartmouth, Grinnell, Hamilton, Harvard, 
Haverford, Idaho, Indiana, Johns Hopkins, Kansas, Knox, 
Miami, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, North 
Carolina, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania State, Pittsburgh, Koch- 
ester, Stanford, Texas, Trinity (Durham, N.C. ; president 
has the veto power on faculty), Tulane, Union, Vanderbilt, 
Vassar, Washington, Washington and Lee, Wesleyan, West 
Virginia, Western Reserve, Williams. 

c. Control divided: 
Colorado. 

II. Constitution and Functions of General Faculty. 
1. Membership of General Faculty. 

a. Professors: 

Arizona, Arkansas, Bryn Mawr, California, Chicago, Cin- 
cinnati, Colorado, Cornell, Dartmouth, Illinois, Johns Hop- 
kins (heads of departments), Kansas, Kentucky, Miami, 
Michigan,* Nebraska, North Dakota, Oberlin, Ohio State, 

* Michigan also has a Senate Council made up of the president, the deans 
and delegates elected by the faculties of the several schools and colleges. 
If matters of university policy originate in the Council, they are referred 
to the Senate with recommendations. Senate equals General Faculty. 
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Ohio Wesleyan (professors and associate professors, called 
the Council, have jurisdiction over important educational 
matters. The faculty, composed of all ranks, has charge of 
routine business), Oregon, Pennsylvania, Purdue, South 
Dakota, Stanford, Texas, Vanderbilt, Washington, Wash- 
ington and Lee, West Virginia, Williams, Wisconsin. 

b. Professors and instructors (usually only those on perma- 
nent appointments) : 

Amherst, Beloit, Bowdoin, Brown, Carleton, Grinnell, Har- 
vard (all who are appointed for more than one year), Haver- 
ford, Idaho, Knox, Montana, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania State, 
Reed, Vassar, University of Washington, Wellesley (in- 
structors especially designated by the trustees), Wesleyan. 

c. Representative Elective Council: 
Columbia, Yale. 

2. Membership of Minor Faculties. 

a. Professors of all ranks: 

Columbia, Johns Hopkins (depends on faculty), Ohio State, 
Pennsylvania, Princeton, Purdue, Virginia, Washington and 
Lee, West Virginia. 

b. Professors and instructors: 

Chicago, Kansas, Northwestern, Oklahoma, Yale.* 

3. Functions of General Faculty. 

a. Legislative: 

Amherst, Arizona, Bowdoin, Brown, Bryn Mawr, California, 
Chicago, Cincinnati, Columbia, Cornell, Dartmouth, Indiana, 
Johns Hopkins (depends on vote of the faculty), Kansas, 
Miami, Michigan, Minnesota (full and assistant professors), 

* Each college has two faculties : a Governing Board which consists of 
full professors and which deals with questions of permanent policy and 
nomination of faculty members; and a General Faculty including all pro- 
fessors and instructors, which deals with curricula and relations of 
students. 
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Nebraska, North Carolina, North Dakota (Senate: profes- 
sors of all ranks), Oberlin, Ohio State, Oregon, Pennsylvania, 
Princeton. Purdue, South Dakota, Stanford, Tulane, Utah, 
Vanderbilt, Vassar, Virginia, Washington, Washington and 
Lee, Wesleyan, West Virginia, Western Reserve, Wisconsin, 
Yale. 

b. Deliberative only: 

Arkansas, Idaho, Oklahoma, Pittsburgh. 



III. Faculty Participation in Appointments and Nomina- 
tions of its own Members. 

1. Nomination by : 

a. Committee: 

Bryn Mawr (committee of five), Columbia, Dartmouth, 
Grinnell, Johns Hopkins (recommends promotions and 
appointments), Michigan (committee of deans, professors, 
and president), Nebraska, Ohio Wesleyan (called Adminis- 
trative Committee ; consists of seven faculty members, presi- 
dent and treasurer), Princeton (committee of full pro- 
fessors), Purdue, Reed (Council composed of eight elected 
faculty members and the president), Stanford (elective 
Faculty Advisory Board of nine members), Utah, Vassar 
(committee of three, elected), Wellesley (committee of five), 
Wesleyan (Academic Council of president, professors, and 
other appointed members), Wisconsin, Yale (all full pro- 
fessors in colleges). 

b. Recommendation by deans and departmental executives*: 

Amherst, Arkansas, Beloit, Bowdoin (faculty), Brown, Cali- 
fornia, Carleton, Chicago, Cincinnati, Colgate, Colorado, 
Cornell, Hamilton, Harvard (unofficial), Haverford, Idaho, 
Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Knox, Minnesota, 
Montana, North Carolina, North Dakota, Northwestern, 
Oberlin, Ohio State, Oklahoma (recommendation of heads 

* In a number of cases faculty recommendations are without official 
status ; they have a merely informal value and the president may override 
them ; the trustees do not recognize the right of the faculty to nominate ; 
consequently the division between 6. and c. is not exhaustive. In many 
institutions placed under &. the president virtually decides who shall be 
faculty members and their rank. 
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of departments), Oregon, Pennsylvania (by professors and 
assistant professors), Pennsylvania State, Pittsburgh, South 
Dakota, Texas, Vanderbilt, Vassar, Virginia, University 
of Washington, West Virginia, Williams. 

c. By president alone: 

Arizona, Miami, Kochester, Union. 

IV. Departmental Executives, How Nominated? 

a. By deans and president: 

Arizona (by president), Arkansas, California (by nomination 
of president), Carleton (by president), Chicago (by presi- 
dent), Colorado, Hamilton (by president), Harvard, Illinois 
(by president), Kansas, Knox (by president), Montana, 
North Carolina (by president), North Dakota, Northwestern, 
Ohio State, Oklahoma (by president), Oregon, Pennsylvania 
State, Pittsburgh, Princeton (by president), Purdue (by 
president), Rochester (by president), Stanford (after con- 
sultation with Advisory Board), Texas, Vassar (by presi- 
dent), Union (by president), Utah, Virginia, University of 
Washington (by president), Washington and Lee, Wellesley 
(by president), Western Reserve,* West Virginia, Williams. 

b. By faculty or members of departments: 

Bryn Mawr (committee on appointments), Columbia (on 
nominations of departments), Grinnell (with president), 
Johns Hopkins, Ohio Wesleyan (administrative committee), 
Pennsylvania (by departments), Reed (president and Coun- 
cil), Vassar (partly on committee plan), Yale (faculty). 

V. Faculty Participation in Budget-Making. 

a. Faculty has no official part; budgets made by deans and 
president (usually the president has the power to make 
the final decision, subject of course to the authority of 
the trustees) : 

Amherst, Arizona, Brown, California, Chicago, Cincinnati, 
Colorado, Columbia, Haverford, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, 

* Western Reserve is changing its rules so as to give the faculty more 
active and fuller participation in university government. 
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Kansas, Miami, Pittsburgh, South Dakota, Stanford, Utah, 
Vanderbilt, Virginia (consultation with deans and profes- 
sors), Wellesley, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Yale. 

b. By special committee selected by faculty: 

Harvard (Arts, in other faculties by deans), Johns Hop- 
kins, Kentucky (deans and directors), Oberlin,* Ohio Wes- 
leyan (see III.)? Minnesota (College of Science, Letters, 
and Arts), Northwestern (Committee on budget), Eeed 
(Council), Wesleyan (Academic Council participates in 
budget-making). 

c. Deans, department heads or professors, and president: 

Arkansas, Bowdoin (president and faculty), Carleton, Colo- 
rado, Cornell, Dartmouth, Knox, Montana (president and 
chancellor), North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio State, 
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania (department makes recommenda- 
tions to dean ; dean transmits to provost ; provost to finance 
committee of trustees), Pennsylvania State, Princeton (presi- 
dent and trustees), Purdue, Stanford, University of Wash- 
ington, West Virginia, Williams (president). 

d. President and department heads: 
Wellesley. 

e. Mixed: 

Carleton (president and full professors), Grinnell (commit- 
tee of one professor, business manager, and treasurer), 

* The Obertfn procedure in budget-making is interesting enough to deserve 
special mention. There are three administrative divisions in the college, — 
the College of Arts and Sciences, the Conservatory of Music, and the Grad- 
uate School of Theology; each of these divisions has a Council, com- 
posed of all professors and associate professors on indefinite appointments. 
Each year these Councils elect their respective Budget Committees. The 
dean is ex-offlcio chairman. The president may be elected to membership 
(as a matter of practice, he is always elected a member of the CoUege 
Budget Committee). To these Budget Committees the departments present 
their requests for appropriations. The report of the committee is then 
submitted to the proper Council. The Council approves the budget, which 
is then submitted to a General Budget Committee. The General Budget 
Committee is elected by the General Council, or Faculty (a body composed 
of all the members of the several Councils). The president is ex-ofllcio 
chairman of this General Budget Committee. The General Budget Com- 
mittee arranges for the general appropriation and revises the budget of the 
individual councils. This budget is then returned for approval to the 
General Council and, on their recommendation, goes without change to the 
Board of Trustees for approval. 
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Michigan (budget committee of regents has authority; the 
deans and heads of departments are consulted), Oregon 
(council of three deans and three professors), Rochester, 
and Union do not participate. 



VI. Nomination of Deans. 

1. How Nominated. 

a. By president: 

Amherst, Arizona, Arkansas, Bowdoin, Brown, California, 
Carleton, Chicago, Cincinnati, Colorado, Columbia, Dart- 
mouth, Harvard, Idaho, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, Knox, 
Michigan, Miami, Minnesota, Montana (chancellor), Ne- 
braska, North Carolina, North Dakota, Northwestern, Ohio 
State, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Pittsburgh, Prince- 
ton, Purdue, South Dakota, Stanford, Texas, Vanderbilt, 
Vassar, Virginia, Washington, University of Washington, 
Wellesley, West Virginia, Williams, Wisconsin. 

b. Nominated by faculty: 

Cornell, Johns Hopkins (subject to ratification by president 
and trustees), Grinnell (committee), Kentucky, North Da- 
kota, Oberlin (faculty recommends), Utah (in consultation 
with faculty), Washington and Lee, Western Reserve (fac- 
ulty recommends), Yale. 

2. Terms of Deans. 

a. Definite: 

Bowdoin, Cincinnati (one year), Cornell (arts and sci- 
ences), Illinois (in part), Pennsylvania (one year), South 
Dakota (one year), Stanford (one year), Texas (two years), 
Yale (term is fixed by faculty). 

b. Indefinite: 

California, Carleton, Chicago, Columbia, Dartmouth, Har- 
vard, Idaho, Illinois (in part), Kansas, Miami, Michigan, 
Ohio State, Ohio Wesleyan, Pennsylvania State, Pittsburgh, 
Princeton, Vanderbilt, Virginia, Washington (except medi- 
cal school), Wellesley. 
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VII. Formal Faculty Participation in Selection of Presi- 
dent by Nomination to Board of Trustees, or otherwise. 

a. Yes: 

Grinnell (advisory), Kentucky, North Dakota, Oberlin, Ohio 
Wesleyan (committee of four), Utah. 

b. No: 

Amherst, Arizona, Arkansas, Beloit, Bowdoin, Brown, Cali- 
fornia, Carleton, Chicago, Colorado, Columbia, Dartmouth, 
Harvard, Haverford, Illinois, Johns Hopkins, Kansas, Knox, 
Miami, Montana, Nebraska, North Carolina, Northwestern, 
Ohio State, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Pittsburgh, 
Princeton, Purdue, Stanford, Vanderbilt, Vassar, Virginia, 
University of Washington, Wellesley, Wesleyan, West Vir- 
ginia, Western Reserve, Williams. 



VIII. Has the Faculty any formally recognized Means of 
Conference with the Trustees other than through 
the President? 

a. Yes: 

Brown (consultation committee of three professors, three 
trustees, and the president), Bryn Mawr (any professor may 
attend the sessions of the board), Colorado (upon request), 
Columbia, Cornell (three elected), Kentucky (constitutional 
right of address and hearing), North Dakota (right of hear- 
ing), Northwestern, Pennsylvania (through deans), Prince- 
ton (joint committee), Beed (has a Welfare Committee, 
consisting of two trustees, two elected faculty members and 
the president; this committee receives reports from the 
faculty council and makes recommendations to the trus- 
tees on all matters of policy. See School and Society, Vol. 
III., No. 594-599), Utah (by a committee), University of 
Washington (president calls in representatives), Washing- 
ton and Lee (any professor may attend a session of the 
board), Wesleyan (on honorary degrees). 

b. No: 

Amherst, Arkansas, California, Carleton, Chicago, Harvard, 
Haverford, Illinois, Johns Hopkins, Kansas, Miami, Michi- 
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gan, Montana, Nebraska, North Carolina, Ohio State, Okla- 
homa, Pittsburgh, Princeton, Stanford, Texas, Vanderbilt, 
Vassar, Washington, Wellesley, West Virginia, Western 
Reserve, Williams. 



IX. Board of Trustees. How Chosen? 

a. Appointed by Governor: 

Arkansas, California (16 by Governor, 7 ex officio), Idaho, 
Iowa,* Kansas (see note),f Minnesota, Montana, North Caro- 
lina (by legislature), North Dakota (in part, 3 by Governor, 
2 ex officio), Ohio State, Oregon (10, and 3 ex officio), Pur- 
due, Texas, Virginia, University of Washington (with 
approval of Senate), West Virginia (4 members appointed 
by Governor). 

b. By popular election: 

Colorado, Illinois, Michigan, West Virginia (State Superin- 
tendent). 

c. Cooptation. 

Beloit, Carleton, Chicago, Haverford (by a corporation), 
Johns Hopkins, Knox, Stanford, Vassar. 

d. Partial cooptation, with alumni representation: 

Amherst (alumni), Brown (alumni choose one-third), Co- 
lumbia, Cornell (faculty and alumni representation), Knox 
(three alumni), Ohio Wesleyan (alumni and representatives 
of the Methodist Conference), Pittsburgh (one alumnus), 
Welilesley (alumni), Wesleyan (trustees are elected by 
Methodist Conference; in part by alumni), Yale (alumni), 
Bowdoin (similar to Harvard), Harvard (two governing 
bodies; one larger body of overseers elected by alumni; a 
smaller body comprising a chief executive body, self -elected ; 
its actions are subject to confirmation by overseers), Penn- 
sylvania (all by alumni), Princeton (27 life trustees, elected 
by the board; three regional trustees; five alumni trustees). 

♦Iowa (one board of control for all higher educational institutions), 
Kansas (same as Iowa). 

t Board of Regents cooperates with the State Board of Control which 
controls business affairs of all state educational institutions. 
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Our information indicates a growing tendency in the better 
class of institutions to accord to the faculty official participa- 
tion in the selection and promotion of its own members, in the 
nomination of deans and president, and in the preparation of the 
budget, as well as in the determination of educational policies. 
Often trustees who are accustomed to autocratic methods in busi- 
ness and industry oppose a larger faculty participation in uni- 
versity and college government. In every case where faculty 
self-government has been tried out for a term of years and under 
fair conditions, as notably for example at Oberlin and Eeed Col- 
leges, it has proved a signal success. Our information shows that 
where, in the absence of the formal and statutory provisos there- 
for, the substance of democratic faculty government is in opera- 
tion there are usually to be found contented and progressive 
faculties. But without the legal form to protect it, the substance 
is liable to vanish with a change in administration. 

J. A. Leighton, Chairman. 



